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Sir: 

The Notice of Allowability attached to the Notice of Allowance of March 10, 2006, 
includes an Examiner's Statement of Reasons for Allowance. 

MPEP 1302.14 states as follows in pertinent part: 

Where specific reasons are recorded by the examiner, care must 
be taken to ensure that statements of reasons for allowance (or 
indication of allowable subject matter) are accurate, precise, and 
do not place unwarranted interpretations, whether broad or narrow, 
upon the claims. The examiner should keep in mind the possible 
misinterpretations of his or her statement that may be made and its 
possible effects. 

The Examiner states as follows in the Examiner's Statement of Reasons for Allowance: 

While the prior art does disclose providing a space between the 
layers forming the EL element of an EL device and a subsequent 
layer, as well as providing an optical loss prevention layer, the prior 
art does not disclose providing a space between the layers forming 
the EL element of an EL device and a an optical loss prevention 
layer, as is required by applicant's independent claims 1,13, 22, 
31, 38, and 45, nor would such combination have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention. Hence 
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claims 1,13, 22, 31, 38, and 45 are allowed. Claims 2-12, 14-21, 
23-30, 32-37, 39-44, and 46-48 are allowed due to their 
dependence upon claim 1,13, 22, 31, 38, or 45. 

However, no claim depends from claim 45. 

Furthermore, the Examiner's comments do not accurately reflect what is actually recited 
in independent claims 1,13, 22, 31 , 38, and 45, and might be construed to imply that these 
claims contain identical language, which is not the case. 

Independent claim 1 recites the following feature: 

wherein a fine space layer is formed between the optical 
loss prevention layer and the organic EL portion and is filled with a 
gas or evacuated. 

Independent claim 13 recites the following feature: 

a photonic plate which forms a fine space layer by 
combining with the organic EL display portion and has an optical 
loss prevention layer. 

Independent claim 22 recites the following feature: 

a photonic plate formed on the upper surface of the first 
electrode layer, forming a fine space layer filled with an inert gas or 
evacuated, and having an optical loss prevention layer. 

Independent claim 31 recites the following feature: 

wherein a fine space layer is formed between the optical 
loss prevention layer and the first electrode layer and is filled with 
a gas or evacuated. 

Independent claim 38 recites the following feature: 

a photonic plate which forms a fine space layer filled with 
an inert gas or evacuated by combination with the planarization 
film and has an optical loss prevention layer having patterned 
areas with different refractive indices. 

Independent claim 45 recites the following features: 

a first photonic plate disposed on the organic EL portion; 

a second photonic plate disposed proximate to the first 
photonic plate; 
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an optical loss prevention layer, disposed on the second 
photonic plate and facing the first photonic plate, to increase light 
bleeding efficiency, 

wherein a fine space layer is formed between the optical 
loss prevention layer and the optical loss prevention layer and is 
filled with a gas or evacuated. 



Arguments pointing out that the above features of claims 1,13, 22, 31 , 38, and 45 are 
not disclosed or suggested by the prior art relied on by the Examiner were presented in the 
amendment of December 7, 2005. 

The foregoing is merely meant to be exemplary, and is not to be construed as pointing 
out all of the discrepancies between the Examiner's Statement of Reasons for Allowance and 
the allowed claims. 

It is further submitted that the claims speak for themselves and should not be interpreted 
based on the Examiner's characterizations of the same. It is also submitted that the claims 
provide their own best evidence as to the reasons for allowance. 

In summary, it is submitted that the Examiner's Statement of Reasons for Allowance is 
not accurate and precise, and might be construed as placing unwarranted interpretations upon 
the claims, and is therefore improper pursuant to MPEP 1302.14. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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